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OVERSIGHT  SUBCOMMOrTTEE 


THE  COMMITTEE  ON  LEGISLATIVE  RESEARCH, 
Oversight  Division,  is  an  ^ency  of  the  Missouri 
Genera!  Assembly  as  established  in  Chapter  23  of 
the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missoud.  The  programs  and 
activities  of  the  State  of  Missouri  cost  approximately 
$16  biiiion  annually.  Each  year  the  General 
Assembly  enacts  laws  which  add  to,  delete  or 
change  these  programs.  To  meet  the  den?iands  for 
more  responsive  and  cost  efhcXWe  state 
govemment,  legislators  need  to  receive  information 
regarding  tibe  status  of  tie  programs  whicb  they 
have  created  and  the  expenditure  of  funds  which 
they  have  authorized.  The  work  of  the  Oversight 
Division  provides  the  General  Assembly  with  a 
means  to  evaluate  state  agencies  and  state 
programs. 

THE  COMMITTEE  ON  LEGISLATIVE  RESEARCH  is 

a  permanent  Joint  committee  of  the  Missouri 
General  Assembly  comprised  of  the  chairman  of  the 
Senate  Appropriations  Committee  and  nine  other 
members  of  the  Senate  and  the  chairman  of  the 
House  Budget  Committee  and  nine  other  members 
of  the  House  of  Representatives.  The  Senate 
members  are  appointed  by  the  President  Pro  Tern  of 
the  Senate  and  the  House  members  are  appointed 
by  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives.  No 
more  than  six  members  from  the  House  and  six 
members  from  the  Senate  may  be  of  the  same 
polttical  party. 

PROJECTS  ARE  ASSIGNED  to  the  Oversight 
Division  pursuant  to  a  duly  adopted  concurrent 
resolution  of  the  General  Assembly  or  pursuant  to 
a  resolution  adopted  by  the  Committee  on 
Legislative  Research,  legislators  or  committees  ntay 
make  their  requests  for  program  or  management 
evaluations  through  ihe  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Legislative  Research  or  any  other  member  of 
Committee, 
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COMRfllTTEE  ON  LEGISLATIVE  RESEARCH 


STATE  CAPiTOL 
JEFFERSON  CITY.  MISSOURI  65101-6806 


February,  2000 


Members  of  the  General  Assembly: 

The  Joint  Committee  on  Legislative  Research  adopted  a  resolution  in  June,  1999,  directing 
the  Oversight  Division  to  perform  a  Review  of  Growth  in  State  Government  Expenditures* 
This  review  focuses  on  the  growth  in  state  expenditures  by  stsrte  department  for  fiscal  years 
198810  1999. 

The  accompanying  report  includes  infomiation  regarding  spending  by  state  agency,  fund 
type  and  category.  Also  included  are  graphs  by  agency,  along  with  brief  explanations 
regarding  increases  in  spending  and  Oversight's  overall  comments  on  the  Growth  in  State 
Government.  We  hope  this  infonnation  is  helpful  and  can  be  used  in  a  constructive 
manner  for  the  following  betterment  of  state  government. 


Respectfully, 


Representative  Robert  M.  0ayton  HI 
Chaimnan 


EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


The  Oversight  Division  has  conducted  a  study  of  the  growth  in  state  government  expenditures  for 
the  fiscal  years  1988  through  1999,  The  purpose  of  the  study  was  to  determine  the  rate  of  growth 
IB  state  government  by  state  depaatment,  by  fend  and  by  category.  Oversight  utilized  state 
accounting  data  and  information  submitted  by  state  agencies  in  compiling  the  report. 

Total  expenditures  for  Missouri  state  government  ware  $6.6  billion,  in  state  fiscal  year  1988 
compared  to  $15,4  billion  in  state  fiscal  year  1999.  Spending  increased  133,9%  in  twelve  fiscal 
years.  Adjusting  these  amounts  for  mfiation  would  yield  a  spending  increase  of  69.8%. 
The  Department  of  Social  Services  saw  the  largest  increase  in  state  spending  due  to  increases  in 
mandated  Medicaid  coverages  and  increases  in  costs  for  medical  services.  For  instance,  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  All  Consumers  (CPI-U,  the  broadest  measure  of  inflation)  increased 
by  27.8%  jSx>m  1990  to  1999.  The  medical  care  component  of  the  Index  increased  53.4%  over 
the  same  time  period  Social  Serv^ices  consumed  19%  of  the  1988  state  budget  and  30%  of  the 
1999  state  budget. 

By  fund  type,  General  Revenue  ^jending  increased  154.5%  fiom  state  fiscal  year  1988  to  state 
fiscal  year  1999,  Federal  Ftmd  spending  increased  278.6%,  and  spending  fi-om  ^?ecial  revmue 
funds  increased  84.3%. 

Missouri's  population  increased  7.6%  during  the  period  covered  by  the  study.  The  Census 
Bureau  estimated  the  state's  population  at  5,081,736  in  1988  and  5,468,338  in  1999, 
The  average  increase  in  spending  for  the  nine  year  period  from  FY  1988  to  FY  1997  for  eight 
states  which  adjoin  Missouri  was  91.6%  while  Missouri's  increase  for  the  same  period  was 
89.8%  The  average  increase  in  total  revenue  rqKwted  by  the  Census  Bureau  for  the  eight  states 
over  the  sjdne-year  period  was  93.6%,  while  Missouri's  increase  in  revenue  for  Ihe  same  period 
was  103,7%, 

Within  this  report.  Oversight  has  attempted  to  note  new  federal  requirements,  state  legislative 
changes  and  new  state  programs  which  have  contributed  to  the  growth  in  expenditures  for  each 
department  in  state  government. 

The  Oversight  Division  acknowledges  the  cooperation  and  assistance  of  the  various  stale 
agencies  which  contributed  information  to  this  report. 


iJirector,  uversignt  Division 
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OVERSIGHT  BIVISION 
Report  of  Gwwlii  m 
State  Govetameot 

INTRODUCTION 


The  Jokt  Committee  on  Legislative  Research  directed  the  Oversight  Division  to  conduct  a 
review  of  the  growth  in  state  government.  The  review  focused  on  the  increase  in  state 
expenditures  JS-om  1988  to  1999, 


The  proems  of  expenditure  of  state  fimds  begins  with  the  preparation  of  budget  requests  by  the 
executive  branch.  The  Office  of  Administration's  jDivision  of  Budget  and  Planning  is  the  lead 
agency  who  issues  guidelines  and  monitors  the  pr^aration  of  budget  requests  by  the  various 
state  departments  and  agencies.  Budget  requests  are  typically  submitted  to  OA-Budget  and 
Planning  by  October  P  of  each  year  for  the  following  fiscal  year.  The  executive  budget,  with 
the  Governor's  recommendations,  is  printed  and  distributed  in  the  early  weeks  of  each  legislative 
session. 

The  budget  then  takes  the  form  of  Appropriation  Bills  which  are  referred  to  the  House  Budget 
Committee  for  assignment  to  the  appropriate  House  Appropriations  Committee,  Agencies 
typically  testify  before  the  House  Appropriations  Committee  regarding  their  budget  requests  and 
the  Governor's  recommendations.  The  House  Appropriations  Committee  has  an  oppoitmsity  to 
**mark  up"  or  change  the  amounts  in  the  budget  requests  prior  to  sending  appropriations  bills  to 
the  full  house  for  approval  Once  the  bills  reach  the  floor  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
debate  is  heard  and  an  opportunity  arises  for  Members  to  substitute  the  language  thus  changing 
budget  amounts. 

Upon  approval  by  the  House>  the  bills  then  proceed  to  the  Senate  where  they  are  heard  by  the 
Senate  Appropriations  Committee.  The  Senate  Appropriations  Committee  also  has  the 
opportunity  to  hear  testimony  fi'om  state  agencies  and  to  make  changes  to  the  appropriation  bills 
7or  to  siding  them  to  the  ill         for  approval.  Once  on  th.  sLte  floor,  members  of  fee 
full  Senate  have  a  chance  to  oflTer  substitutes  that  could  change  the  ^propriation  amounts.  If 
there  are  differences  between  amounts  approved  by  the  House  and  amounts  approved  by  the 
Senate,  a  Conference  Committee  made  up  of  members  of  both  chambers  will  settle  the 
differences  and  take  the  bills  back  to  both  chambers  for  final  approval.  Truly  Agreed  to  and 
Finally  Passed  appropriation  bills  axe  sent  to  the  Governor  for  signature.  The  Governor  eifeo: 
signs  an  appropriation  bill,  vetoes  the  entire  bill,  or  line-item  vetoes  part  or  all  sections  or  lines  in 
tiie  bill.  This  process  applies  to  both  operating  appropriations  bills  and  supplemental 
appropriations  bills.  Emergency  and  supplemental  ^propriations  are  requests  for  additional 
appropriations  during  the  current  fiscal  year. 


1 


Report  of  Gfowtbi  in 
State  Government 

An  appropriation  by  the  Geaet^  Assembly  constitutes  le^l  authority  for  the  expenditure  of  state 
funds.  Appropriations  are  categorized  by  state  agency  and  are  fexther  broken  down  by  state  fund. 
Separate  appropriations  are  made  for  operating,  capital  improvements,  supplemental  and  public 
debt  Appropriations  may  be  for  either  fbced  amounts  or  estimated  amounts.  Estimated 
^opriations  may  fluctuate  firom  the  original  estimated  amount  Unexpended  balances  (lapses) 
at  the  end  of  the  fiscai  year  generally  are  retained  in  or  transferred  to  the  state*s  General  Revenue 
Fund,  unl^  specific  statutory  authority  dictates  retention  by  the  particular  fond  appropriated 

In  1985,  the  General  Assembly  au&orized  the  Budget  Stabilization  Fund,  commonly  referred  to 
as  the  "Rainy  Day  Fund",  to  provide  aready  source  of  financing  for  vital  programs  in  the  event 

of  revenue  shortfalls.  There  is  a  cap  on  the  amount  which  can  be  retained  in  the  fund.  That  cap  is 
currently  about  $385,000,000,  The  balance  as  of  June  30, 1999,  was  $135,000,000.  Missouri 
also  has  a  Cash  Operating  Reserve  Fund.  IMs  fund  was  ^proved  through  a  constitutional 
amendment  in  1986  for  the  purpose  of  providing  a  ready  source  of  cash  to  meet  immediate 
obligations  of  the  state.  The  b^dance  on  June  30, 1999,  was  $278,000,000.  The  Commissioner 
of  Administration  is  permitted  to  make  transfers  from  the  fund  if  it  is  determined  that  such  action 
is  necessary  to  meet  the  cash  flow  requirements  of  the  state.  Legislative  approval  for  the 
transfers  is  not  required. 

In  preparing  this  report,  Oversight  studied  the  expenditure  of  state  funds  utiHzing  state 
accounting  data  and  information  submitted  by  the  major  state  departments.  The  report  details 
historical  trends  in  state  spending  and  supplies  explanations  regarding  major  increases  in 
expenditures.   The  review  covered  fiscal  year  1998  through  fiscal  year  1999.  It  included 
reviews  offending  by  state  agency,  by  fund  type,  and  by  expenditure  type. 

Expenditure  types  include  peisonal  service  (PS),  expense  and  equipment  (E  &E),  capital 
improvements  (C),  and  program  specific  distributions  (PSD).  Article  X  distributions, 

desegregation  payments,  and  transfers  are  also  expenditure  types. 

SCOPE  /  OBJECTIVIS  /  METHODOLOGY 


The  review  focused  on  gathering  information  on  state  expenditures  for  the  time  period  July  I, 
1988  to  June  30,  1999.  Objectives  included  analyzing  the  data  to  determine  the  rate  of  growth. 
We  also  sought  explanations  for  unusual  growth  in  expenditures  or  shifting  of  expmditures  from 
federal  funding  to  state  funding.  The  methodology  used  by  the  Oversight  Division  included 
examination  of  statewide  accounting  data. 
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TOTAL  STATE  EXPEM>ITIJRES 


Total  exaenditures  for  Missouri  state  govermneat,  excluding  transfers  and  inclading  capital 
spending,  were  S6.583,988^05  in  Fiscal  Year  (FY)  1988.  Total  expenditures  for  FY  1999  were 

Si5j398,629,328.  Spending  increased  133.9%  over  twelve  fiscal  years.  (Though  if  spending  is 
adjusted  for  inflation,  the  increase  is  69.8%.  If  spending  in  FY  1999  were  measured  in  19S8 
dollars*  it  would  have  been  $11,179,404,892.) 


D^artment 

Expenditures 
FY  1988 

Expenditures 
FY  1999 

%  Increase 

legislature 

$  18,643,778 

$ 

28,627,468 

53.01% 

Judiciary 

71,073,730 

$ 

145,133.717 

104,20% 

Executive 

29,052,633 

$ 

60,477,336 

108.16% 

OA 

455,648,244 

$ 

984,073.144 

116.02% 

Agrfcufture 

23,418,671 

$ 

-6.48% 

Insurance 

1,694,135 

$ 

12,035,488 

610.42% 

Conservation 

73,866,033 

$ 

102,674,139 

39.00% 

DED 

126,470,323 

$ 

197,197,951 

57.17% 

DESE 

1,736.914,694 

$ 

3,404,276,326 

96.00% 

693,762,076 

$ 

1,029,732,958 

73.43% 

Hearth 

108,825,164 

$ 

256,736,607 

136.00% 

Transportation 

669,569,492 

$ 

1,251,175.880 

86.86% 

DOLIR 

72,205,394 

$ 

114,019,408 

57.91% 

DMH 

362,848,833 

$ 

588,662,404 

62.23% 

DNR 

118,926,444 

$ 

232,933,982 

95,87% 

DPS 

120.628,448 

$ 

256,272,247 

112.45% 

UKJrs. 

466,663,076 

$ 

1,299,263,621 

00$$ 

1,213,483.813 

$ 

4,376,601.343 

260.66% 

Corrections 

173,340,022 

$ 

432,910,667 

149.75% 

DeseQ 

158,066,503 

$ 

286,332,171 

* 

Article  X  Dist. 

0 

$ 

318,792.419 

* 

Total 

$  6,583,988,505 

$1 6,398,629,328 

133.88% 

*  Spending  fluctuates  from  year  to  year 


3 


OVERSIGHT  DIVISION 
Export  of  C5n>wtfe  in 
S»e  Government 

Furfher  adjusting  expenditiares  to  exclude  capital  spending  results  in  state  expenditures  of 
$5,753,522,263  in  FY  198S,  and  $14257,441,874  in  FY  1999  .  The  percentage  increase  was 
147.8%  (79.9%  adjusted  for  inflation  or  if  spending  in  FY  1999  ware  measured  in  19S8  dollars  it 
would  have  been  SI0350,902,80L) 


ExpendHures 
FY  1988 

Expendi^res 
FY  1999 

%  Incms^ 

$     18  643  778 

$     28  527  466 

63  01% 

Judiciarv 

71  073  730 

145  133  717 

104  20% 

Executive 

29  052  633 

60  477  336 

108  16% 

OA 

448  019  904 

812  855  9^ 

81  43% 

AorioultufB 

20  579  056 

21  889 100 

6  27% 

Insurance 

1.694,135 

12,035,488 

610.42% 

Conservation 

51  722  236 

86  715  289 

67  86% 

DED 

122,136,870 

196,071.341 

60.63% 

DESE 

1  732  452  959 

3  404  275  325 

96  50% 

CBHE 

543,976,891 

963,877,138 

77.19% 

Health 

106,835,538 

255,735,^)'7 

139.37% 

Tfansportation 

62,613.150 

337,438,202 

438.93% 

DOUR 

70,721,546 

113,874,369 

61.02% 

DUH 

333,294,298 

585,894,179 

75.79% 

DNR 

65,311.471 

213,568,446 

227.00% 

DPS 

114,591,382 

122.05% 

DOR 

456,341,031 

184.71% 

DOSS 

1,208,642,371 

4,376,491,248 

262,10% 

Corrections 

137,763,781 

432,848,851 

214.22% 

Deseg 

168,065,503 

279,759,801 

* 

AfiideXDist 

0 

376,280,953 

« 

Total 

$14,257,441,874 

147.80% 

*  amounts  fluctuate  year  to  year 
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SPENDING  BY  STATE  AGENCIES  j 

\ 

The  five  largest  state  departments  {In  terms  of  expenditures)  aocoimted  for  7S.5%  of  state  \ 

spending,  excluding  capital  spending,  in  FY  1988.  The  following  chart  illustrates  the  spending  \ 
by  state  agency: 


Rve  U»rge$t  Pep«Blinen^  in  Terms  of  ^pending » Bdttding  Ca{}lta} 

Urn  prov0  nt  ci  nts 


1^8.2%  f=tevenue 
P  9  J  %  f-^her  BJucatoi 
Q  21 .6  %  A8  Oaier  Agencies 
H  21,6  %  Social  Services 
^31  %  eein  And  Secondary  &i 


The  five  largest  state  departments  accoiinted  for  72.6%  of  state  spending,  Ineludlng  capital 
spending,  in  FY  1988.  The  Allowing  chart  illustrates  the  spendbg  by  state  agency: 


Rve  Largest  Departments  In  Terms  ef  Sending  -  Induding  Capital 

{mprovements 


.g7.1% 


^7.1%  Revenue 

JH  9.2  %  Hgher  Hucatton  '■ 
□  1 0.4  %  HIghw  ay  &  Transportatoi ' 
;  Ql8.d%SociaiServk>es 
H  27  %  SeiTi  And  Secondary  6d 
jg274  %  A8  OUier  Agencies 
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The  five  largest  state  dqsitrtmeEts  accounted  for  79.9%  of  state  spending,  e^eliidlng  capital 
spending,  in  FY  1999,  The  following  chart  illtistrates  tJie  spending  by  state  agency: 


Rve  Largest  Departments  •  BcctudUng  Capital  Improvements 

6.0% 

m  7.1% 


g  32.2% 


□20.1% 


S  6.0%  Office  of  Aditinfetratbn  ; 
S  7.1  %  Hgher  Educatbn 

□  9.6%  Revenue 

□  20.1  %  Al  Other  Agmiim 

p  25  %  ten  And  Secondary  S3 
H  $2.2  %  Sociai  Services 


(25,0% 


The  five  largest  state  dq)artments  accounted  for  76.9%  of  state  spending,  tocMding  capital 
spending,  in  FY  1999,  The  following  chart  illustrates  the  spending  by  state  agency: 


Bve  Largest  Departments  -  Indfudlns  Capital  Improvements 

1 7.0% 


^29.6% 


□  23.0% 


^23.1% 


,g  7  %  Hfgher  BJucation 

m  33  %  i^hway  &  Trar^ponatb 

Q8.8%Rsv^ue 

□  23  %  Bern,  ArKl  Secoffdary  & 

j|23.1  %  All  Other  Agenctes 

©29.6%  Social  Services 


The  average  increase  in  spending  by  department  over  the  twelve  year  period  was  157.4% 
(NOTE:  This  appears  to  contradict  the  statement  made  earlier  that  total  expenditures  increased 
147.8%.  However,  the  147.8%  is  a  weighted  average,  the  Department  of  Social  Services  counts 
more  heavily  than,  for  example  the  Department  of  Insurance,  because  it  spends  a  great  deal  more 
money.  The  157.4%  figure  is  not  weighted  for  size  of  department)  Increases  ranged  from  63% 
for  the  Dq>artment  of  Agriculture  to  610.4%  for  the  Department  of  Insurance.  The  35ve  largest 
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percentage  increases  (excluding  coital  spending)  were:  Insurance  -  610.4%;  Transportation  - 
438.9%;  BQ-pd:^:tmmt  of  Social  Services  -  262,1%;  Department  of  Natural  Resources  -  227%;  and, 
Department  of  Corrections  -  214.2%. 

(The  average  increase  in  spending  by  departaient,  if  capital  spending  is  incliided,  over  the 
twelve  years  was  126.1%  [NOTE:  This  is  not  a  dollar-weighted  average.  The  dollar-weighted 
average  increase  was  133.9%,  which  is  the  statewide  inacease  for  the  period]  Increases  ranged 
from  -6.5%  for  the  Departmmt  of  Agriculture  to  610,4%  for  the  Departnaent  of  Insurance,  The 
five  largest  percentage  increases  were:  Insurance  -  610.4%;  Department  of  Social  Services  - 
260.7%;  Department  of  Revenue  - 184.5%;  Department  of  Corrections  -  249.8%;  and, 
Departmen7of  Health- 135%.) 


The  Dq)artment  of  Social  Services  (DOSS)  was  the  single  largest  driver  (in  dollar  if  not 
percentage  terms)  of  increases  in  state  ^pending.  And  the  largest  driver  of  increases  in  DOSS 

spending  has  been  Title  XDC  (Medicaid).  Even  without  increases  in  mandated  covered  services. 
Medicaid  spending  would  have  increased  faster  than  the  average  program  because  costs  for 
medical  services  have  increased  faster  than  the  general  consumer  price  index.  The  Consumer 
Price  Index  for  All  Urban  Consumers  (CPI«U,  the  broadest  measure  of  inflation)  increased  by 
27.8%  j&om  1990  to  1999.  The  medical  care  component  of  the  Index  increased  53.4%  over  the 
same  time  period, 

EXFENBITTOBS  BY  FUND  TYPE 


Fund  Allocation 

In  FY  19S8  General  Revenue  spending  was  $2,309,886,234  and  accounted  jfor  39.6%  of  state 

government  spending,  federal  funds  spending  was  $958,692,473  and  accounted  for  16.4%  and 
special  revenue  &nds  spending  of  $2,1 18,779,063  for  36,3%,  In  FY  1999  Geaerai  Revmue 
spending  of  $5,877,596,656  accounted  for  40.8%  of  state  gov^nment  spending,  federal  funds 
expenditures,  $3,629,453,176,  accounted  for  25.2%  and  special  revenue  funds  spending  of 
$3,905,784,238  for  27.1%. 

(Federal  fimds  accounted  for  28.6%  of  all  spending  in  FY  1994  and  27.5%  of  all  spending  in  FY 
1995.  The  state  qualified  for  considerable  amounts  of  emergency  federal  fiinds  to  ameliorate 
effects  of  the  floods  of  1993.) 

Fund  Spending  Increases 

Federal  fond  spending  increased  278.6%  from  FY  1988  through  FY  1999,  general  reveme 
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expenditures  increased  154.5%,  and  spending  &om  special  reveime  fonds  increased  84.3%  over 
tlie  same  period.  Tiie  largest  increases  in  percentage  terms  were  621 .6%  for  enteiprise  fonds  and 
366.7%  for  internal  services  tods.  These  types  of  fonds  accounted  for  ,9%  of  spending  in  FY 
1988  and  for  2.!%  of  expenditures  in  FY  1999.  {Enterprise  fimds  account  for  operations  that  are 
financed  and  operas  in  a  manner  similar  to  private  business  enterprises.  Examples  would 
include  the  State  Fair  Fees  Fund  and  the  State  Lottery  Fund.  Income  to  the  Lottery  Fimd»  for 
example  increased  247%  during  the  period  covered  by  this  study.  Internal  Service  Funds 
account  for  the  financing  of  goods  or  services  provided  by  one  department  or  agency  to  other 
departments  or  agencies  of  the  State  on  a  cost-reimbursement  basis.  The  Missouri  Consolidated 
Health  Care  Plan  would  be  an  exan^le.  In  FY  1988,  there  was  no  Missouri  Consolidated  Health 
Care  Plan,  Self-Insurance  Plan,  MOSERS'  Insurance  Plan  or  Highway  Enaployees*  and  Highway 
Patrol  Insurance  Plan,) 


SFENBING  BY  CATEGORY 


The  categories  are:  Personal  Sm^ice,  Expense  and  Equipment,  and  Program  Spmfic 
Distributions.  Personal  Service  ^sending  increased  75%  from  FY  1988  through  FY  1999  (]&om 
$1^638456,012  to  $2,867,484,770).  Expense  and  Equipment  spending  increased  121.1%,  from 
$1,099,205,980  to  $2,430,637,832.  Program  Specific  expenditures  went  fix>m  $$3,493,767,051  to 
S9;216,448,350^  which  is  an  increase  of  163.8%. 

Personal  Service  declined,  as  a  percent  offending  from  263%  in  FY  1988  to  19.8%  in  FY 

1999.  Equipment  and  Expense  also  declined  as  a  percentage  of  total  spending,  fi'om  17.6%  to 
16.8%.  Program  Specific  spending  accounted  for  56,1%  of  total  funds  spent  in  FY  1988  and 
63.5%  in  FY  1999. 

It  was  anticipated,  before  the  study  began,  that  the  Expense  and  Equipment  (E&E)  category 

would  have  increased  as  a  percentage  of  total  spending  over  the  twelve-year  period.  Thai  the 
E&E  category  declined  as  rpercentage  of  total  spending,  even  though  it  did  teo^ase  more 
rapidly  than  the  Personal  Service  categoiy,  was  a  surprise.  There  have  been  major  efforts  to 
develop  computer  systems  (the  statewide  court  automation  system  and  the  child  support  system- 
MACCS-are  two  examples)  and  anecdotal  evidence  (we  are  not  aware  of  any  state-govefnment- 
wide  central  inventory  of  personal  computers)  indicates  that  state  agencies  have  increased  the 
number  of  personal  computers  (most  of  whi  ch  are  now  connected  in  networks).  The  Oversight 
Division,  for  example,  had  three  stand-alone  personal  computers  during  the  1988  session  of  the 
legislature.  It  currently  has  ei^teen  personal  computers^  each  of  which  is  connected  to  two 
servers  as  well  as  the  State  Data  Center. 

Spending  for  the  Office  of  Adnainistration's  Division  of  Information  Services  (formerly  the 
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Division  of  Data  Pixxiessmg  and  Telecommimications)  from  the  Office  of  Admimstration 
Revolving  Fund  mcreased  from  $16484,311  during  FY  1988  to  S6i  J8431i  in  FY  1999,  (A 
278%  increase)  The  Office  of  Admimstration  Revolving  Fimd  is  an  Internal  Service  Fund^  Its 
receipts  are  from  other  state  agencies  for  services  rendered  and  moneys  are  appropriated  back  to 
the  agency  providing  tihie  service.  Therefore,  it  can  be  inferred  that  the  Division  of  Information 
Services  is  providing  a  great  deal  more  service  to  state  agencies  than  it  was  twelve  years  ago. 
Therefore,  assuming  that  increases  in  OA  Revolving  Fund  expenditures  are  something  of  a  proxy 
for  increased  spending  by  state  agencies     data  proce^ing  pmposes,  we  can  conclude  that  state 
^encies  are  using  computers,  both  p^naJ  and  main  frames,  considerably  more  than  a  decade 
ago. 


EXFEM>ITURES  COMPARED  TO  ADJOINING  STATES 


The  study  also  included  using  Census  Bureau  data  to  compare  Missouri  pending  with  spending 
by  the  eight  states  which  adjoin  Missouri.  Data  from  1997  is  the  most  recent  information 
available. 

The  average  increase  in  spending  for  the  eight  states  ovca'  the  nine-year  period  from  FY  1988 
through  FY  1997  was  91 .6%.  The  increase  for  Missouri  was  89.8%. 

The  av€scage  increase  in  total  revenue  for  the  eight  states  over  the  nine-year  pmod  from  FY  1988 
through  FY  1997  was  93,6%.  The  increase  for  Missouri  was  103.7%.  (Comparative  figures  for 
g^erai  revenue  revenues  were  86.8%  and  96.3%) 

Published  Census  Bureau  data  do  not  allow  for  comparisons  of  spending  by  frmd  or  category; 
however,  the  Bureau  does  publish  state  government  employment  by  frill  time  equivalents  (FTE). 
And  while  the  av^e  growth  in  FTE  for  the  eight  states  over  the  period  fot  which  figures  are 
available  was  7.8%,  the  growth  in  FTE  for  Missouri  was  25.3%.  However,  average  FTE  per 
capita  in  the  eight  states  was  17.6  in  FY  1997,  and  16.4  in  Missouri. 


FEDERAL  AND  LOCAL  PROGRAMS  "PICKED  UP^  BY  MISSOURI 


I  US  suioy  mciuaea  asong  represenianves  oi  an  siate  aeparunents  n  mose  aepanmenis  nao, 
during  the  period  of  the  study,  received  any  appropriations  of  state  money  for  frinctions  wMch 
had  either  originally  been  paid  fr>r  with  federal  ftinds  or  originally  been  the  responsibility  of  local 

governments. 
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Officials  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  noted  one  **pick  up"  of  a  federal  program,  the 
Division  of  Animal  Health's  Brucellosis  Eradication  Program,  Federal  dollars  for  the  pro^OTi 
decMned  S40,895  in  FY  1999  and  costs  were  paid  JGrom  the  Division's  core  g^eral  revenue 
appropriation  for  FY  1999. 

They  also  noted  that  the  St.  Louis  County  Public  Works  Department  discontinued  Its  weights  and 
measures  program  on  June  30, 1998.  The  Department  received  $264,325  for  5  PTE  to  cover  the 
costs  of  operating  that  program^  (Previously,  St.  Louis,  Kansas  City  and  St  Joseph  discontinued 
their  programs.  The  Department's  costs  for  taking  over  those  programs  has  been  part  of  its  core 
budget  for  some  years;  therefore^  costs  for  each  locality  are  not  readily  available.) 

Officials  of  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Eelattons  reported  Aat  the  Missouri 
WORKS!  Internet-based  labor  exchange  was  develop^  through  a  federal  grant  to  a  consortium 
of  states.  The  Department  requested  fiinding  to  continue  development  and  operation  of  the 
Internet  site  in  FY  1998.  (The  site  allows  employers  to  post  job  listings  and  search  resumes  and 
allows  job  hxinters  to  search  job  listings  and  post  resumes).  The  Department  spent  $669,5S2  on 
the  project  in  FY  1999.  The  Missouri  WORKS!  Program  was  transferred  to  the  Department  of 
Economic  Development  in  FY  2000  as  part  of  the  Workforce  Development  Reorganization. 

OfScials  of  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  responded  that  the  Missouri  State  Highway 
Patrol  has  "picked  up"  three  programs  which  were  originally  federally  toded.  Amounts 
appropriated  for  FY  2000  were:  COPS  Ahead  ($781,873);  COPS  MORE  ($229,742);  and  DARE 

Representatives  of  the  Office  of  the  State  Courts  Administrator  noted  that  the  state  agreed  in 

1981  to  pay  salaries  and  fiinge  benefits  for  circuit  court  clerks  (counties  continue  to  pay  for  most 
of  their  equipment  and  expenses)  and  began  to  do  so  in  FY  1983.  FY  1983  is  before  the  irst 
year  of  this  study;  however,  the  spending  on  circuit  court  personnel  and  expense  and  eqmpment 
in  FY  1999  was  $81,740^340.  They  also  note  that  some  juvenile  court  officers  will  become  state 
employees  beginning  in  FY  2(K)1 . 

STATE  AGENCIES 


The  pages  which  follow  contain  reports  for  each  state  department,  the  executive  branch  (elected 
officials),  the  legislature  and  the  judiciary. 

There  are  gr^hs  showing  expenditures  for  each  agency  ov^  the  last  ten  years.  The  top  graph 

shows  spending  by  category  (i.e  Personal  Service,  Expense  and  Equipment,  and  Capital 
Improvements).  The  bottom  graph  shows  expenditures  by  fund  type  (i.e.  General  Revenue, 
Fed^,  Capital  Projects,  and  Other.  The  top  line  on  each  graph  is  a  total  line. 
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Followmg  the  graph  is  a  page  which  details  the  major  areas  of  spoading  change  for  each  fiscal 
yeax  in  which  an  agency's  spending  varied  more  than  ten  percent  (10%)  from  the  prior  iSscal 
year. 

If  an  agency's  expenditures  varied  ten  percent  (10%)  or  more  ftom  the  prior  fiscal  year 
(excluding  capital  project  expenditures),  an  analyst  compared  expenditures  for  the  two  fiscal 
years  in  an  effort  to  find  out  which  areas  of  spending  varied.  The  analysts  concentrated  on 
spending  for  ^pxopriations  wMch  varied  more  than  $1,000,000  and  ten  percent  (10%)  torn  year 
to  year. 
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Notes:  Office  Of  Administration 


FY  1980  -  FY  1989  $14,759,659  growth  or  3.29% 

FY  1889  -  FY  1990  $22,603,940  growth  or  4.88% 

FY  1990  -  FY  1991  $27,880,661  grovsfth  or  5.74% 

FY  1991  -  FY  1992  147,681 ,463  decline  or  <9.29>% 

FY  1982  -  FY  1893  $30,385,060  growdi  or  6,53% 

FY  1993  -  FY  1994  $38,580,260  growth  or  7J8% 

FY  1994  -  FY  1996  $44,760,426  growth  or  8.37% 

FY  1995  -  FY  1996  $35,641 ,689  growth  or  6,15% 

FY  1998  -  FY  1997  $87,61 6.730  growth  or  14.28% 


$4,465,576   OTH  Bstabllshnn^fit  of  the  Office  of  fnfDrmatton  Tochf^ology,  previously  was  approf^atod  to  ttie  Division  of 

Data  Proc^slr^  ^  Teiecommunications 
$5,31 7,91 2   OTH  Full  tmftei^Rtatlori  of  the  Stat©  contributlrig  matdiing  amount  for  ddforrod  oompansatlon 
$9,889,636   OTH  MOSERS  contribution  rate  Inoceaaed  Irom  9.9%  to  1 0.66% 
$3,640,830   OTH  ContralJzud  t^lophone  billing  system  E&E 


FY  1997 « FY  1998  $7,945,035  decline  Of  <113>% 
FY  1998  -  FY  1999    $1 18,033,925  growth  or  10.99% 


$1 4,086,475    GR    Funds  for  ttte  statewide  financial  it^nagement  sysfenn  (SAMit) 

14.714  J37    0R    Aid  to  countias  for  costs  in  criminal  casa$,  trsnsportetion  of  conviced  criminals  to  state  panitentlar^os, 

and  ^IradHlon  costs.  Frequency  Increased 
$7,500*000    GR    One  tfm©  money  for  construdlon  of  Fish  6^  WHdIifa  Museum  m  Springfield 
$62,746,24 1     Ail    increased  cosfe  for  employee  benefits:  social  security,  health  insurance,  and  mtirement 


Annual  gnTwtti  excindaa  Ida^ng  ami  capfteil  binprovement  expenditt^res. 


Department  of  Agriculture 
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Notes:  Department  of  Agriculture 
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676,488  growth  or  2.60% 

FY1S89 
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$1 ,086,604  growth  or  6,14% 
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FY  1996  -  FY  W6    $128,8(^  gmm  or  .47% 

FY  1996  -  FY  1997    $3»^1»618  growtti  or  12.64% 

$1 ,391  »625   OTH   Increased  refunds  to  individuate  6*  reimbursements  to  commodity  council 

FY  199?  -  FY  1998    $962,610  decline  or  <3,08>% 

FY  1996  -  FY  1999    $8,376,660  decline  or  <27,70>% 

<$9,408,679>  OTH   Reduction  In  commodity  council  merchandising  fund  to  rofled  the  switch  to  non-stato  funds  authorized 

in  HB 1876  (1996) 
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Notes:  Department  of  Conservation 


FY  1988 -FY  1989 
FY  1989 -FY  1990 
FY  1990 -FY  1991 
FY  1991 -FY  1992 
FY  1992 -FY  1993 
FY  1993 -FY  1904 
FY  1994 -FY  1995 
FY  1995 -FY  1996 
FY  1998 -FY  1997 
FY  1W- FY  1998 
FY  1998 -FY  1999 


$444,449  growth  or  ,86% 
$5,376,762  growth  or  10,3% 
$4,31 1 ,589  growth  or  7.49% 
$2,706,W  growth  or4J8% 
$3,316,907  grc^h  or  5.14% 
$6,550,283  growth  or  8.18% 
$4,717,353  growth  <Mr  8,42% 
$9,696»396  growth  or  12.41  % 
$11,775,614  growth  or  13.41% 
$9,892,905  ti^Wm  or  <9.93>% 
$3,008,771  ddcllne  or  <3.35>% 
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Notes:  Missouri  Department  of  Corrections 
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Notes:  Department  of  Economic  Development 


FV 18^ '  FY  1089    1 1  ,m^m  diNiHilO  or  <1.a6>% 

FV 1989.  f^Y  1890    $4,2D1»?089lwlhOf  3,49% 
py  1990 -FY  1091  $5i362W«^«cli«»or<4.30>% 

FY  1991  -  FV 1992    $20,428,839  growth  or  IT.12% 

$1^372344   FED   Inof^a  In  JcA)  Tnlning  Partitershlp  ^  pfc^rama 

FY  1^- FY  1993    $  9,S60»S09  9iWfh  or  $,64% 

FY  1993  -  FY  1994    $13,468,044  gmAh  or 

FY  1994  -  FY  199$    $48.m640  growth  or  29.59% 

$4 1 .145.75?  FED  0}mmMniiy  D0velot»mnt  8iock  Qmni  rncr^so  ^  IkKHl  recovery  progrcmn^ 

<^5,?9&.58^  FED  t:^<^se  In  J<H}  Tralrring  Parfiidi^p  Ac^  $p^ri#i^ 

$8,621 ,343  FED  Istew  snd  E)^>gHfide£i  Incfetstry  VtaMrvQ  ancj  rstolnlO0  pK^r^^ 

12,688,259  OTM  First  uso  of  DMslori  of  Tourlem  aur^ferwnta!  Revenue  Fund  es»li8!ied  by  HB 1 33  <rf  1^ 

FY  1995 « FY  1996    $^r,9a3,522  or  <ia2?>% 

<$1$,81M9§>    FBQ    Commimify  Oe^^tofHmnt       Grartt  cfe«ii0a8« 
<|13,882»769>    FED   Ow^s®  In  Job  Training  Partnership  AcJ  ^ncflng 

(Note:  JfXPA,  spending  seom©  Id  go  up  a$  un^pic^fr^ni  Inoroam  ^nd  go  <lown  m  ths  ooortomy  Imprei^) 

FY  1998  •  FY  199T    $  4,703,516  dbdine  or  <Z37>% 
FY  1 W  -  FY  1«©e    $  2,399»a84  giowlh  or  1  M% 
FY  1998  -  FY  19^    $1$,423,83a  giOwRi  Of  8.54% 


Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education 


Category  of  Spending 


4,000,000,000 
3.500,000,000 
g  3,000,000,000 
3  2,500,000,000 

^  2,000,000,000 

^  1,500,000,000 
X 

111  1,000,000,000 
600,000,000 
0 


— Total 


#  ^#  ^#  ^^"^ 


H&b:  Personal  Service.  Expense  and  Equ^snnent,  and  Csf^l  Irrpwement  not  ^ud^  ^nce  ea<^  undter  S  percent 


Fund  Type 


4,000,000,000 
3,500,000,000 
§  3,000,000,000 

3  2,500,000,000 
B  2,000,000,000 
g  1,500,000,000 
I  1.000.000.000 
500,000,000 


^^«^   ^  .miiiiuiiTii. mill. Ill  HUM  njimi. njiim. luii...   I 

s#  ^«^^''      ^<**''  / 


Note:  Capita  not  included  ^^nce  und^  5  percent. 


Notes:  Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education 


FY  1 906  -  F¥  1989    $  99,207,086  growth  or  5 J3% 

FY  1989  -  FY  1990  $  88,434,133  aix)wth  or  4.83% 
FY  1990  '  FY  1991    $  64,200.162  8«JWth  or  3v34% 

FY  1991  -  FY  1992    1 41,366.1 16  growth  or  ^08% 

FY  1992  -  FY  1 993    $163,691 jm  giOv»ih  or  8.06% 

FY  1993  -  FY  1 994    $167.649.61 0  growlh  Of  7.20% 

FY  1994  -  FY  1 995    $183,886,979  gixsvsSh  or  7.84% 

FY  1995  -  FY  1996    $2^,096,678  gtwm  or  10.44% 

$48,278,986    GR    Dis!ritHitlQn&  urvddr  Founda^  Formula 

$60.000,0CK)   OTH    Dlstributlor^  ufKler  Foufidatoi  Forimila  {(^!ng  Pfticeecte  for  Educalkm) 
$102,1 70,126   OTH    Dfetrlbutiona  under  Foundatk^  Fornniia  (Outetandifip  Schools  Trus*) 
$1  S.434,696  OTH    DistribuHon®  under  foundation  Fornrnila  (Lxitlefy  F^rooeec^  FurKi) 

FY  1996  -  FY  1997  $272.51 8,028  growth  or  9.7S% 
FY  1997  -  FY  1996  $192.087.«S97  growth  or  8.26% 
FY  1998 » FY  19^    $144  J82.759  growth  or  4.44% 


A»mi3i  {p}wlh  excludes  m^n^  mti  t:$^i  imfmmimk  m^m^imm. 


Executive 


Category  of  Spending 


70,000,000 
60,000,000 

m 

2  60,000,000 

M  40,000,000 

g  30,000,000 

X  20,000.000 
111 

10,000,000 
0 


/  ^#  ^# 


~    -  Personal 
Service 

—♦—-Total 


Mole:  CBipM  \mf^o^'m^ts  nai  induded  s^rtce       5  perosnt 


70,000,000 
60,000,000  4 

I  50,000,000  4 

±*  40,000,000 

g  30,000,000 

S  20.000,000  ^ 
10,000,000 


Fund  Type 


,<^^      ^<&^  ^  ^  ^ 


"•—Other 
-•—Total 


Note:  O&pM  Improvem^fits  not  Induded  s»nce  under  5  percent 
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Notes:  Executive 


FY  198a  -  FY  1989      1  4^i'$M9         or  14.80% 

$4,342^90  QR    Fmw^tee  Tax  foftimte,  (Prevlouaty  In  Dapartment  of  Revenue  i3*H^. 

FY  1989  -  FY  IS90     $  4»maai  gm(^  or  13.98% 

$1  ,m2Mi  OR    S«<3^ry  of  Slatt  *  liweassct  Ff^mMss  Tax  fefuiKfe  and  $523,0<»  fm  Sim  Manuals, 

FY  1990  -  FY  mi  $  iAJAMB  »tJW«i  or  3.90% 
FY  1991  -  FY  1992  |  432,748  grawQi  or  1.10% 
FY  1892 -FY  1993      $   988.132  <l0C«n0  Of  <2.49>% 

FY  1^  «  FY  1994      $13,341 .932  OfOwBi  or  3447% 

$$,839,308  OR    SpdiKling  for  HtiHonal  OuaiH  due  to  1iood$  of  August  1993. 
<|;4.080.201>  OR    ^br@qu^@nf  for  {)aymer^  Of  MIssoMrt  Health  ami  Blucatlon 

FacHftti^  Mm<^  iM$miti  C<Me^  Saviiigs  B^hkIs. 
$a,603.TO        mm  ttomiy  nwsd  lo  ^cmtery  of  State  ftcm  H^lw  EdtKsitkm. 
$1J94,<»E         $tate  Ltorary  moved  to  Secretaiy  of  0t0t©  frw  Hitter  Educalloit. 

$^,987  CHher  lncma^<^lrmiU>Tit$a^mrfQrdb$ndon$d  prc^}^. 
$1 ,71?.?30  GR    AttOfT^  Oe  wst  bi«i#Jl  Inmate  Wiation  cases  %  hoM«e^ 

$863,3?4  Ott^r  Attorney  Genem!  br<Hj^  s^coi^  h^wry  ftind       In  house*'. 
$2,090,000  OUier  Transfer  of  ftimis  to  the  Board  of  Tms^  of  the  Ptmecutor^  Retirement  Syelann 

FY  1994  -  FY  1995     $  4.a3Sf,1S8  decline  or<a2a>% 


FY  19^  •  FY  1996  $  3,143.098  growth  or  $M% 
FY  1996. FY  1987      $  ^7.713 9in>vi«fh or  1.19% 


FY1^-FY1^      $  2,019.313  grovTth  or  3.96% 

FY  1998  -  FY  1999      $  ?.S02^  gi«fwtb  m  UM% 

$2^079.0^  OR    Fun«Nn@  of  H^mM  Ei«otronic  Accm%  Ubrarfes  Prt^m 


Department  of  Health 


Category  of  Spending 


3CK),000,0(X) 

260,000,000 

m 

^200,000,000 

^150,000.000 
m 

q.1 00,000,000 

K 
IIJ 

60,000,000 
0 


^  ^  ^  #    ^  #    #  ^<^^  ^  ^ 


Personal 
Service 


X---PSO 


Note:  C^pitsJ  (mpiwenvEmfs  not  iridiKkKl  sdr^ 


300,000,000 


Fund  Type 


250,000,000  -I 


0) 

2  200,000,000 
S  150,000,000 

a  100,000,000 
ill 

50,000,000 


X-  — X  >«  X~ 


— x~  — x- 


S<.^  ^         ^         /  N<**  ^ 


Note:  Capital  !m(»rovement$  not  tnctuded  ^nce  MmJer  5  perce»ii 
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Notes:  Department  of  Health 


FY18S8-Fyi889    $20^1  ^2  gwth  or  19.81% 


$9^1,704     fm      fm  iam^  tr*  Pemmi  ffesJih  Service  CMd  Cane  Food  Prgm  PS/EEFSD  to  «dfrtntete  €WW  <^  Food  P«>gram. 

$1^420,131       OR       llKS^@$0 1^  Bwlf<c^x(¥$f^))k  H^slitii     Epid^'^ikiloggj^  SM^Hk:s$  F{O0i^8(lt  €^  S^^poit  E  ^  £  ^  CMkn^st  ^jpi$itl^$  ft^  ^      AIDS  $$@^9>f$. 


FY  1S89  -  FV 1990   $18^173?  grossfii  Of  mi7% 


FY  tSSO  -  FY  1991    $  7»l3ft,e91  Qrowlh  Of  4.S7% 
FY  imi  -  FY  1^    $  S»m41Q  <»KSiit}e  Of  <a27>% 


FY  1992 » FY  SIS^ISO^ISS  i^owih  or 

$4},60994Q7      FED      iiw<@0$6  In  Ih©  Child  C0i%  FcoJ  {^^dqbijd  In  Ihs  Plvi^SiOil  of  Md^ffMtii  ONildt      F^^tM^d  fo  fiGKKli^M<^  f^l^  C^i^  c^i0i!$  i9i^  CiiclQf       ^Is^  C9X& 


$i6^Mf     fB>  l»ci«NmlrimeWiC}^E«»«iln»i90iv^ 
FV  I9d3  •  FY  1934  mjmjm  ijmm  or  13.m 

FED      Urn/  pK>gfam  of  Fm»f  Pfdmlm  tit©  tM^  <rf  M^c^  CWld  ami  Farj%  Heatlh  Cara, 

$2^7.?^      F80  Pi^i|ifi}9imdhofiheCliSdC«K»FoodP^ 
FY  1994  FY  198$   $37,070,579  growth  or  m«8% 


FH> 

$2,71 3, W 

FSO 

ls,sii.7ia 

OTH 

$6,922,646 

Fe>$QR 

hK^^€:9$0    StHtHi^^  Food  S  w4co  PKt^wn  ift^lNrt     DlvlNifef)!  of  Istetotllitj  Otild  Ofld  Fsfni^  HoDlih  OsiiO  ^Of  JSCtoslawi  to  IfEiJfOW 
Ppogmm  growth  of  tho  CNIMI  Cm&  Food  Pn^grswi  l«  lti»  Divi^  of  i^M^ns*.  CMd  and  Fareiify  HeaHH  Cano. 
i  ftom  Depsdniom  of  Scttidf  ana  ^ 


FY  1985- FY  1998  $7,«i0d.lS7pa!!i»Sior$.97% 

FY  1896  •  FY  1997  $^,969,233  Cl«clifl6  or  <iM>% 

FY  1S87  '  FY  1995  $  8.699,163  powtti  Of  2.94% 

FY  1998 -FY  1989  $21j5&1.«158aiw!nior8.m 


Department  of  Higher  Education 


uaiegory  ot  openaing 

1,200,000,000  Y  —  '  —  


Note:  Expense  and  Equipment  not  Inciuded  since  each  under  5  percent 


Fund  Type 


1,200,000,000 
1,000,000,000 
5  800,000,000 
^  600,000,000 

0 

Cu  400,000,000 
X 
III 

200,000,000 


-♦—Capital 
"-•—Total 


s<^^^ 


Note:  Federal  not  inducted  ^nce  und^  5  percent 


28 


Notes:  Department  of  Higher  Education 


r=Y198a-FY  1989 

FY  1059 -FY  1990 

FYt90O-FY  1901 

FY  1991  -  FY  1^ 

FY  1992 -FY  1003 
FY  1993- FY  1994 
FY  1994  -  FY  1995 
FY  1995 -FY  1996 
FY  1996-FY190? 


FY  1997 -FY  1998 
FY  1998 -FY  1999 


$  34,162,433  ^^(mm  Of  6.28% 


$  34,49^,630  gtm^  or  5.97% 
$  20.872,456  growih  or  3.41% 


$  23.?a2,4ai  decline  or  <3J5>% 


$  24  J28.8aa  growth  or  4.06% 
S  3,391,918cr«3wBi<^.53% 
$  $2,^,2^  gmMt  or 
$  6?,008,9?2  9rx)Wttii  or  9J0% 


$94,198,219  growth  er  12.42% 


;i4.m569 

m 

Dlstflbit^m)  to  CkK«miinltjf  Ccriteg^ 

$4,849,997 

GR 

New  funding  to  impj^m^l  SB  101  of  1^5  empha$l$  m  vocaWcmal  training 

i12,941,443 

GH 

Mtesoisri  RehaWtltaten  Center  transfenr^  frnn  Depgwtmertt  of  Haaift 

i14,405.743 

OTH 

Pwdtasa  of  tifefaulted  ktam,  i^mbursemenl  to  ttia  fedeml  gc^mment,  and  Invesbn^t  of  tumis 

OTH 

CMstritHiBon  to  Ck)mmunNy  Cdlegss 

$6,182,196 

OTH 

C^^ratlon  of  varkHis  campus  prc^raim 

$  33.274.1^  growth  or  3.19% 


S  78.767,754  growth  or  8.90% 


Department  of  Insurance 


Category  of  Spending 


14,000,000 
12,000.000 

m 

£  10,000,000 

mSnm  O^OOOjOOO 

g  6,000,000 

X  4,000,000 
III 

2,000.000  f-^=;^=trtr 
0 


/  #  #        K#  ^^^'^  K#        #  /  ^# 


Note:  Cs^ta!  Inprovemaits  and  Program  Specific  Dlsfeibutions  are  not  bduded  since  ur«ler  6  percent 


Fund  Type 


14,000,000 


12,000,000  j 


m 

p  10,000,000 
5  8.000.000 
g  6,000,000 
X  4,000,000 

2,000,000 


>f  K#  #  #  K<^''  #  ^<^^  K<^^'' 


N<^:  Federal  and  Cso^ited  not  Miucieds^ceuncler  5  p^t^ 
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Notes:  Department  of  Insurance 


FY  1988  -  FY  1989      $64,131  growth  or  4.87% 

FY  1989  -  FY  1990      $214,146  growfh  or  12.04% 

GR    Salary  inoma$@$  (pay  plan/COlM) 

OTH  AxMb6  4.00  FIE  lo  implement  HCS  SB  430i}rav!<lin9  annual  educallon  classes 
FY  1990  -  FY  1991      $33,265  growth  or  1.67% 

FY  1^1  -  FY  1992      $1,113,206  gmwth  or  54.95% 

$941 ,684  OTH   Additional  staff  and  expense  to  upgrade  the  DNsion  of  Insurance  to  d^rfment  status  Indudlng 
a  Consumer  Protection  Division. 

FY  1992  -  FY  1993      $4,806J6S  growtti  or  163.13% 

$4,028,688  OTH   Established  Ifie  Insurance  Examiners  Fund  to  receive  neln^rsaments  from  Insurance  companies 
for  ttia  mi  of  examinations. 

FY  1993  -  FY  1994      $1 ,601 ,403  growth  w  16.90% 

OTH   Added  3  PTE  for  data  processing  and  $760,000  for  new  computer  systems. 

Added  3  PTE  fa*  Division  of  Consumer  Affalm  and  2  FTE  for  asmtnistratlve  secretaries 

FY  1^  -  FY  1995      $1»168»564  growth  or  12.37% 

OTH   Implementing  SB  251  -deregulation  of  m^tkBfs  compensation  premium  rates  and  HB  709  - 
regulating  multiple  err^loj^r  seif-lnsyrod  health  plans 

FY  1996  -  FY  1996      $363,453  decline  or  <3,33>% 
FY  1996  -  FY  1997      $1 ,008,062  growth  or  9.82% 
FY  1997  ^  FY  1998      $178,369  growth  or  1 .68% 
FY  1998  -  FY  1999      $686,9CS  growth  or  6.13% 


Judicial 


Category  of  Spending 


160,000,000 
140,000,000 
§  120,000,000 
□  100,000,000 
5  80,000,000 
^  60,000,000 
^  40,000,000 
20.000,000 
0 


#  #  s#  #  # 


Fund  Type 


160,000,000 
140,000,000 
<8  120,000,000 
□  100,000,000 
S  80,000,000 
^  60,000,000 
UJ  40,000,000 
20,000,000 


^  ^  #  ^#  ^#  ^  K#  S#  /  ^  ^ 


Personal 
Service 


Totai 


must;  capital  lmprov«mente  artd  Ptog^  Specific  i::^s)nbutic^  not  indiKiect  since       5  perc^nnt 


Noii:  Fedarai  and  Cai^tal  imprc^v«ment$  not  irtduded  s^noe  eadh  umj^  5  i:^rc^t 
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Notes:  Judicial 


FY  1988 » FY  1989      $  2,m^,4iB  growth  or  3  J4% 

FY  1989  -  FY  1990      $  7,380,89?  growth  or  10.01% 

$3,736,64?  OR     Pay  plan  and  thirfy  {30)  court  ctefki^  diie  to  laa^asad  child  8Upjx>rt  e«ft>r^ 
$2,S47»$6a  GR     InrH^tlemsfitation  of  regkinaf  pian  tor  dciNv^ry  of  State  Public  Defendor  S€r\^€e$ 

FY  1890  -  FY  1991  $  3.499,698  growth  or  4.31% 

FY  1991  •  FY  199a  $  1,341^  growth  or  1.159% 

FY  1992  -  FY  1993  $  1.31S,?S7  growth  or  1,§3% 

FY  1993 "  FY  1904  $  3»0^,886  piowS)  or  3,47% 

FY  1994 "  FY  1995  $  7.0^,164  growth  or  7.88% 

FY  1995  -  FY  1986      $10,408,CMi8  growth  or  10,88% 

$2,680,899  Other  Implomentafen  of  stetwide  court  automation  systetm. 
$8»843.83?  6R     Pay  plan  and  within  grade  salary  Increases, 
FY  1996  -  FY  1997      $1 1 ,804,818  growth  or  10.76% 

$1,104,478  QR  Tochno^fcalup^rBdasof  PuWfoOofondefoffloes. 
$2,298,694  Other  (n^lementatlon  of  €ilatowld3  ooyrt  automation  plan, 
$4,628,717  GR     Pay  plan  and  Within  grade  salary  {ncfeases;, 

FY  1997  -  FY  1988      $  5,114,881  growth  or  4.28% 

FY  1998 » FY  1999      $^,812,149  growth  or  16.55% 

$6»01 8,082  GR     Impteimentatlon  of  statewide  couit  automation  sy^tom. 


MmM  gtm^  <^iides  leading  and  tia^al  iwpeovmii^ni  ^qp^^m. 


Department  of  Labor  and  Industnal  Relations 


1 60,000,000 
140,000.000 
gl 20,000,000 
3100,000,000 
1  ^0^000,000 
^  60,000.000 
j2  40,000,000 
20,000,000 
0 


Categoiy  of  Spending 


— 


"X" 


s#  ^  ^  ^  ^  ^  ^  ^  ^  ^  ^ 


■♦—  Personal 
Service 

PSD 


Total 


Note:  Capital  f  mprovemerrts  nai  inducted  s^rm  un<i&r  5  pendent 


160,000,000 

140,000.000 

120,000,000 

3 100,000,000 

5  80,000,000 

I  60.000,000 
X 

^  40,000,000 
20.000,000 


Fund  Type 


-  Federal 
-M-  Other 
-• — Total 


#      #  ^<?^ 


Note:  General  Revem^  and  Capital  net  induciecJ  s^nce  urKier  5  pereant 
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Notes:  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations 


FY  1888  -  FY  1989    $  8.508.880  grmh  Of  nM% 

FY  1980  •  FY  113.913.344  gPDWtti  m  1  ?,32% 

$4JZ09.30S  OTH  incipe8«6  In  ti)»  pK^mme  under  tte  ^  Tiabikis 
FY  1090 -FV 1931    $  6,70?,^  gK^wlh  or  6,06% 

FY  1891  •  FY  1992   $  13.068,1 12  &mAh  or  13.08% 

$3,31 1  ,§01  OTH  Mttsif  ^ndkig  f<s^  B  P$D  In  !ti@  Un&m{:^oyrr^nt  Osmpermltoii  MrriirtisbBikm  Fund  ^INn  itwi  DMsion  of  Empk^mBnt  Seeurllsr. 

$2,4T3.iSi74  OTH  {riK^Sd  In  E&E  bi  the  Unemp^^iiM^il  C{»ii|>^ 

$437?,?6?  OTH  Itx^se  In  ^he  (wgrams  urnter  ll»  ^f<*Tfalnb1g  PartiwsNp  Act 

FY  1992  *  FY  1993   $  I9.?26,1S4  decline  or  <17,4^% 

•$21,985^13  QTH  OmMm  \fi  tho  Wcs1t<srr$"  Contpensation  -  S0C«hk1  li^ury  Fund  from  cases  beSr^  brought  from  wjtskte  attomey^  to  (he  Ato»%y  Gwierars  Oittee. 

w 

<^  FY  1993  '  FY  1994    $  20.788,098  growtti  or  212.29% 

$1  ,S3?,328  OTH  Program  giwth       tt^  UncKtifNkpnerrt  C<«f^rtMttan  AdmWs&^tion  Fund  fm  trad«  adjusto^l  a^stano©  ppqsr^  to  po^ldler  mUsMf^, 
$2^.218  OTH  UKm&mi  sparKlIri^  fer  lti»  Unemplcr^nt  Con^fisatloo  fimid^ikm  Fund  for  programs  atithcNrked  ur«lsr  the  Job  TraMnii  Paiti^rshlp  Act. 
$S^M)6,D82  OTH  lrm«i$e<i  ap{>ix^ri«ficin  r^squdst 

FY  1994 -FY  1985    $  18^.390  grK»y|h<ir10<8@% 

$10,S1 1 .038   FF    Spring  m  spmM  r»x:^i^rM  t»  alMte  e^NiOts  el  floods  In  Sumrmr  ^  18^.  Progi^m^  auihortzedl  und  ftinddd    fh«  U.8.  DeparbaotA  of 

Labor  fuR  year  vs.  partial  year). 
$6,298,^  QTH  Irtc^se^nim^rofcasdsdeeradrKmi^SecorKl^^^^ 

FY  19^  >  FY  1908    $  20.902.544  ddcliiid  or  <15.?1>% 

-$18.134.<}19   FF    Dat^lna  In  ttie  Uiiat»pioym<9nt  C^pe^nsaUcm  AMn.  Fund  parl^lty  as  a  tmuli  of  SB  251  (1TO}iaM:^  t^rougiit  vefma  ki^Hie  woiker»'  G<»vf>.  syst^. 
-^,009«(KKI  OTH  Lo^ftK^taitHipcapit^iMtkmc^UieiVtts^rt&in^ 

44.276,^  OTH  1899  P6paym»f>t  to  mo  fodsfal  govemmwl  of  advanced  funds  for  the  int^5lv«nt  Unampfoyment  IrHKimnce  Trust  Ftind  In  1994. 
FY  1996  -  FY  188?    $  8,720^72  910*81  or  7  J7% 
FY  1997  •  FY  1988   $  8.801.281  «^in&  or  <4.80>% 
FY  1898  -  FY  18^   $  1.216,507  decline  or  <106>% 


Legislature 


Category  of  Spending 


30,000,000  T 


25,000,000 

m 

^  20,000,000 
5  15,000,000 

a 10  000  000 

X 
111 

5,000,000 


■—  Personal 
Service 


"♦—Total 


0 


^  ^  ^  ^  ^  ^  ^  ^  ^  ^ 


H(M:  Capjtai  inr^rov^ants  and  Frcgram  Spddfk;  CHstributicn  ttcA  pitdud^  since  under  5  perc^t 


m 


30,000,000 
25,000,000 
20,000,000 


"2  15,000,000 
0 

10,000,000 


III 


5,000,000 


Fund  Type 


#  #      ^'^^  #  ><# 


"Totaf 


Note:  Fedarai,  Ca$iltat  l:m{»wements  and  OSw  rv:^  induded  ^nce  eadi  under  S  p^^t 
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FY  1986  -  FY  1989 
FY  1980 -FY  1990 
FY  1990 -FY  1991 
FY  1991  -  FY  1992 
FY  1992 -FY  1993 
FY  1993 -FY  1894 
FY  1994  -  FY  1995 
FY  1995 -FY  1986 
FY  1996  -  FY  1997 
FY  1997  -  FY  1998 
FY  1996 -FY  1999 


$  726,282  growth  or  3.90% 
$  1 ,285,673  growth  Of  6.84% 
$  478,23?  growth  or  2.32% 
$  2^,628  4&Giim  or  <1 .21  >% 
$  28038  Qf€m&[%  or  1 .38% 
$  growth  or  2.68% 

$  1,192,180  9it»yth  or  5.49% 
$  1.844,960  growth  or  8.06% 
$  1,147,829  growth  or  4.64% 
$  889,023  growth  or  3.43% 
$  1  J44,999  growth  or  6.52% 


AxmM  gro«^  4»d3MI&8  leasing  mi  cai^i  irr^{ov0m$c)t  oKpendauitid. 


Notes:  Legislature 


Department  of  Mental  Health 


c 


TArt  AAA  AAA 

600,000,000 
500.000,000 
400,0(X),000 
300,000,000 
200,000,000 
100,000,000 
0 


-"1  

#  #      ^  ^  #  K# 


'A  -  Capital 

impfovsitient ; 
s  I 

— Totar 


Note:  Program  Spedf!c  CNdtribuifcm  not  indudect  i^TK^e  under  5  percent 


Fund  Type 


£ 

c 
cl 

X 
111 


700,000,000 

600,000,000 
500,000,000 
400,000,000 
300,000,000 
200,000,000 
100,000,000 


1 

tip*  *  "HBI*"  *  "^iSlr  * 

 ~^&t>..<"»«~3lp~iii*..jiiiii.  1  Hull.. 

|M|                          ^  ^  -  ^ 

-  •  Federal 

-  "A  -  Capita! 

Other 
:  »  Total 


s#  ^  ^  ^  ^  s#  ^  s#        s#  s#  ^ 
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Notes:  Missouri  Department  of  Mental  Health 


PY 

1989 

$21  »603,50a  growth  or  6.54% 

FY 

1969- 

FY 

1890 

$33,144,371  gmwlh  or  9,33% 

FY 

mo- 

PY 

1991 

$ia,1 18,060  erowtti  or  3,12% 

FY 

1981  - 

FY 

1992 

$2,931 ,541  uimm  or  0.1^% 

FY 

1992- 

FY 

1903 

$24  J9Q,894  growth  or  6.15% 

rT 

iWei^  - 

r  T 

^icXtfi  itCj^icOU  grown  w  o»  1  /  7» 

FY 

1994- 

FY 

1995 

$^.558»372  growth  or  5.84% 

FY 

PY 

1996 

$3?,a66.661  growth  or  7.88% 

PY 

1996- 

PY 

1^7 

$22,543,737  growth  or  4.34% 

FY 

1997- 

FY 

1998 

$14,983,742  growth  or  2  J7% 

FY 

1998- 

PY 

1999 

$29,421 ,915  growth  or  5,29% 

Department  of  Natural  Resources 


260,000,000 


200.000,000 

5150,000,000 

©100,000,000 


0  J 


Category  of  Spending 


*ff :  I  *:  i:  5:    ^  «-    -    -  ,   ■ 

l:r«j:.   m  iK---*=-^::^:rp-'^'.^..  A 


^      rSS^     >4P      ^      ^      ^     ^      ^  ^ 

^  ^  ^  ^  ^  ^  ^  ^  ^  ^  ^  ^ 


Personal 
Service 

f-m 


-  Capftai 
Improvements 

-♦—-Total 


Fund  Type 


250,000,000 


^  200,000,000 

law 

i  50 , 000 fOOO 

i  100.000,000 


^  50,000.000 

S#  K#  K#  K<^'*  ^#  #  # 


■♦•'GR 

"*  "  Capital 
Other 
HI — Total 


40 


Notes:  Department  of  Natural  Resources 


FyiS88'FY1089    $11,771,240  flrowBi  or  ia02% 

$6,446^,790  OTH    Soli  arid  V\^^r  CcHiserveltori  Pf^ram-Ccs 

penYianent  mi  patt-ntm  staff. 

FY  1080  -  Py  1990    %7jm:m  8«wth  or  9.84% 

FY  1990  -  FY  1991    $  13.476»587  gfOWtn  or  15.92% 

$10,187,404  OTH    Sdl  and  V^t«f  Conseivatk^  a*st-SNire  Grarits:  Transfer  ixm  QR  to  Ps^k       Tax  Fund, 
add^  p^m^nant  and  part^irm 

FY  1^1 .  FY  1092    $  44,792.008  SHWttl  or  48.64% 

$35J67,023  OTH  Loans  incfeased  In  FY  1992  over  FY  1091 .  Loans  kx  wastev^ter  tnea&fnenl  fadlitles. 

FY  19t2  -  FY  1^    $6,147,178  d^lm  or  <4,m>% 

FY  1093  -  FY  1004    $3.8^.471  (feclliie  or  <2.70>% 

FY  1994  '  FY  19^    $14.2^,1^  ^wrth  or  10  J0% 

^B,B3S    GR    Added  s^aff  fc^  various  purposes. 
$1 .420;364  FED  r^Jew  Ff^d  O|>0rati<Mis  unit  and  ino^e  In  grants. 
$9,970,913  OTH  Unspent  rmmtes  reappropriated  to  FY  1995. 

FY  19^  -  FY  1996    $  37,667,240  growth  or  26^7% 

$29.94?»03Q  OTH  loans  Increased  In  FY  1938  over  FY       toansi  fat  wastafwater  tneaUneni  fsdKiies... 

FY  1996  -  FY  1997    $592,790  growttl  or  0.32% 

FY  1997  -  FY  1990   $  6.8^.718  grawBi  or  3.71  % 

FY  1990  -  FY  1990    $21,080,858  giowth  or  10.98% 

$2,442*710    <3R    Increases  cosfe    BfimMBtmtkm  of  stats  parks. 

$970.00)    GR    fncroase  costs  io  ^teo^ni  walh^rl2^tk»i  ccHiipcment  <rf  SB  ^3  <1997). 
$1 8,277,^8  OTH  Loans  Ino^esec!  in  FY  1^  over  FY  1998.  Imm  for  waetowa^  bf^imant  fac^HHes. 


Department  of  Public  Safety 


Category  of  Spending 


250,000,000 

m 

t.    oAA  t\t\t\  nnn 

^  200,000,000 
1,60.000,000 

fi.1 00,000,000 

X 

lil 

60,000,000 

0 


i 

X 

—  ♦  . 

 p*"" 

'   m  •  '  * 

-X- 

"  "UK 

Personal 
Service 

E&E 


•A  —  Capital 

Improvements 

— Total  i 


,<.^"  ^#  ^# 


CI) 


300,000,000 
250,000,000 
200,000,000 


150,000,000 
g.  100,000,000 
60,000,000 


Fund  Type 


—  —'^ 


s<**^      ^#  #  s# 


4k  «Sh  lib 


GR 


*-  •  Federal 
-A  —  Capital 
-K-  other 
-•—Total 
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Notes:  Department  of  Public  Safety 


FY  1988  "FV 1989 
FY  1989 -FY  1990 
FY  1990 -FY  1991 

FY  1991  -  FY  1992 
FY  1992 -FY  1993 
FY  1993 -FY  1994 

FY  1994 -FY  1995 

FY  1995 -FY  1996 
FY  1996  -  FY  1997 
FY  199? -FY  1998 
FY  1998  -  FY  1999 


$3,121,383  growth  or  2.?2% 
$8»1 07,789  growth  or  6,89% 

$ia  J74.948  growth  or  12.64% 

$4,081,068    FED     Missouri  Disaster  Fund 

$5,156,881    FED     Narcotics  controf  ^sistance  program  expanded, 

$3»913,123  decline  or  <2.76>% 
$5,001 ,584  grov^h  or  3,63% 

$127,662»844  growth  or  89,47% 

$1 16,1 73,337    FED    Fed^al  grants  and  state  matdiing  funds  to  pay  for  dams^es  due  to  floods  of  Symmer  of  1 993 

$69,567,463  doolln^  or  <22,03>% 

475,430,61 9    FED    less  federal  funds  available  or  needed  for  projects  related  to  mitigating  damages  from  flood  of 

summer  of  1993 


$16,718,606  growth  or  8.88% 
$484,791  growth  or  0.21% 

$10,595,729  growth  or  4.61% 
$13,870,173  growtti  or  5,77% 


Annual  gro^  exdudes  feasing  and  capital  Impitwement  eKp^ftuires. 


1.400,000,000 

(01,200,000,000 

1 1.000,000,000 

I  800.000.000 

C  600,000,000 
0 

9*  400,000,000 
W  200,000,000 
0 


1                                                      ^^''^  ' 

1 

1 

J  

ix.!..:  

..X' 

1  9^ 

**""*  W** 

r|:i 

#  K*^^  K#  s**^  ^# 


Persona! 
Service 


- .  ^  -  -PSD 


-♦—Total 


Deoartment  of  Revenue 


1,400,000,000 

<U  1,200,000,000 
0 

1 1,000,000,000 

I  800.000.000 

C  600,000,000  i 
CD 

€L  400,000,000 
X 

Hi  200,000,000 
0 


#  /  # 


-^^  Other; 
— Total 


Missouri  Department  of  Revenue 


•  FY  1989 

$<^,607,818 

growth  m  10.19% 

$ie,136»649 
$3^684,708 

$2,871,100 
$1 ,914^067 

OR 
OTH 

OTH 
OTH 

>  FY  1990 

$80^76,360 

$^,913,587 

$7,774,887 
$1,632,208 

t 

m 

OTH 
OTH 
OTH 

-FY  1091 

$33,963,372 

grosvtfi  or  S.74% 

FY  1991 

-FY  1^2 

$98,840,872 

growth  Of  1S.80% 

$79,762,968 

GR 

-  FY  1993 

$21,423,083 

0cm&im  2M% 

FY  1893 

-FY  1994 

$49,057,378 

mm 

-FY  1895 

$72,^,658 

FY  1896 

-FY  1996 

$49,321 /t3e 

^ow0tcr^68% 

FY  1998 

-FY  1807 

$07,157,733 

FY  mr 

-  FY  1998 

$120,834»301 

growth  or  12,28% 
$105,045,185 

m 

FY  1998 

-FY  1990  $194,668»882 

grov#ior  17,61% 

$182,273,700 

GR 

Tax  f  eainds  <rf  Ksmt/mmmm  payment. 

of  Motor  Fuel  T$x»s.  H^fi^y  De^^ilment  Fimd 

Dfetfibuto  *o  Cffi^,  <jtep€!fKts  m  actual  motor  fti^  ^Im.  iMtotOf  Pu^  Tax  FufkI 
Rece^p^  f^m  gasdilne  i^xes.  depemils  on  gasolina       Couni^  Aid  Road  'Pmt  FurKl 


Tax  refumte  of  omtimrm^mB  pym^^. 

R^nd  of  mk»  Fu^  Tax^.  Highway  Oepartm^l  Fuml 

Stai^  Lottery  Ckjmmls&fEm  payment  erf  dej^^ant  on  sales,  toit^  Ent^pii64»  Fuml 
ReairKi  of  W^tesf'^  Oompematfen  Tax^-  Workei's  €kMfipefi$alkm  Fund 


Tax  r^urnls  o^Kmtimonmt^  payment. 


Tax  roftinds  of  oywferfoneoufs  payment 


Tax  refuncls  d  o^r/enoneous  payment. 


Department  of  Social  Services 


Category  of  Spending 


5,000,000.000 
4,500,000,000 
<U  4,000,000,000 
£  3,500,000,000 
^  3,000,000,000 
^  2,600,000,000 
'  o  2,000,000,000 
g-  1,500,000,000 
^  1,000,000.000 
500.000,000 
0 


Persona! 
Service 


-♦—Total 


^  ^  ^  ^  #  ^      ^  ^  ^  ^  ^ 


Note:  OapM  imt^ovements  not  induded  ^nce  unc^  5  pecent 


Fund  Type 


5,000,000,000 
4,500,000,000 
^  4,000.000,000 
£  3.500,000.000 
3  3,000,000,000 

mmm 

iMMwi  jr*/\y\  jn.jn.jn.  /%/%<i^ 

15  2,500,000,000 
c 

O  2,000,000,000 
§"  1,500,000,000 
^  1,000,000.000 
500,000,000 
0 


s#  K#  s# 


-  Federal 
other 
"♦—Total 


Note:  Capital  rK>t  intruded  since  under  6  pmcmt 
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Notes:  Department  of  Social  Services 


♦h4 


$13,1^71 

FED 

m 

RED 

m 

0fH 

OTH 

gfowlh  cr  26.03% 

$134^1,880 

FED 

$51,441,55^ 

FED 

FED 

OR 

$17^,718 

m 

mo 

mo 

$S.27a^ 

GR 

17.739,860 

m 

mo 

$4,665,276 

fm 

$361,057^ 

FEO 

$184,W»S68 

FED 

FED 

FED 

$63,803,373 

m 

FEO 

$11,057,140 

Cm0  im  XIX,  rm  im^met,  (mt         fot  m^t^  C^^ia^  Km^  Aoi.  tm^\  mm  ii^mabm  i±mm  B-in 

(kHTmin^  I^^Kfi^nt  ol  M^ntal^  Hi  oc^  ^  $t$t«t  optiBlBd  ^KiWes,  UWO        |KO$pim  «Hei^  1;^  d22,  and  «KjNjli{k)nai 

Cam  in  ^i^d  Umsk^  f&eMm^, 

Aid  to  fmM\m    ^s^mi  mmm  <ARX;),  3%  kMof*  pant  ift<sm^ 

PNslOrt  Of  Motot  S$r«toe«,  supslefnens^,  l^sj^al  car©  «r«f6r  Tf«^  XtX. 
Oh^lon  *^  MWk!«*  ^fvi^,  simiimimM,  imi^M  mm  yndtef  Tie  KIX, 

Sldit^  Ntif^n0  FiKslBfes  HJte  XiX,  s^Wton^  e1I^M6$  for  ^tefiCiaf^  C^^lJt^fWo  Oc^^TOQRs  Act,  issrli^  ifsnesis^  fof  Ircws^i^  In  Fwtefssl  MMfnuni  W9S8, 

h^^m  tm  XfX,  ^iti<»i^  ^i^ite  Cor  IM^^flcaiis  Catel^)^  C&m^  As^  pi^  intmm  for  Inciissst  in  Ftd^i  Mttm«fn 

r0fcfl4«^  ItmtmdimB  Caro  FatJites  for  24>hQur  nmi(^  am  an^  i%  lwoa®9». 

Oivt^  of  imm  S^vices,  MedteakJ  SoivlC0«  ft^  »^  O^rtiwii  of  Msn!^  t-WSi,       Tills  XIX. 

Divt^  of  ^Ical  S^n^km  R^y$^^  0mtm  ^M^Sm,  AIDS        ^mi     anxi  feo  Nsressos. 

Mi  to  Famltes*  d!^p6«d€sft{  dNIdrw  (AFDQ.  1%  Im^OM. 
Ml  to  Famite  d^f^endeii!  m^tm  (jNFOCl  i%  Q(m  Immm^ 
DMslofl  of  Medical  Servfcos.  t^Wan  Services,  w^of  Tlilo  XIX. 

Dhmm  of  IMWIioai  SeivNm  tm  m  t^tmrn  of        ItoWt  mim  im  XfX. 

f^^s^Sai  Piam»tt  ma  Ttwapeutte.  So<*sl  SiSinrfcw  BlocJc  (ka&i  fumls  iran^N^  fi^s  Osfiaftei^  jrf  Meutal  Haalth, 

Day      $efvlc^  i^iriocNri^  Ma^^^iitso.  M  jN^d  Ir^o^Konal  dNM  oare  ^km  for  mm^AFfX^  iamil^  tr!»t$ltk)mtl  c^klcars  tr  wtio 


OlvJ^fi  ot  M0dto3il  Seivfees,  E)^«d^  j:8o$iMft$  amf  os^w^urw  wiWn  ttfT^XIX. 
Divf^n  of  Modk^i  SeniWEjes,  mecfcal  assjstaftCd  pfC^fM       nm  KIK. 

Olvi^  of  yodical  iptomact^  sorvioss  tefccBng  prt^^^^i      for  i^waw^  <rf  %4m,  m 

mAmn  of  tmm  ^fvk^,  i^&^iM  cam  um^  m&  KIX. 

ONsiOrt  of  Mocicat  Sen^s,  simfcsi  a^^nc»  pfogi»ms  utJdter  im  XIX  or      nwdtegl  ptosmm. 
OMsiCHTt  of  ^igdieial  So^i4css.      perfodfc  s^jifsMfiln^.  (Bi^kjsIIg  artdi  i#et8ibm»t  sennet  ofider  tUte  XiX. 


FV1^-FY1§94   %imM7M7  grower 6.21% 


Notes:  Department  of  Social  Services 


00 


m 

fm 

<m 

fm 

$5,701,^7 

FED 

$4,845,)^ 

m> 

m 

m 

$2,404^ 

m 

OR 

$2J16,6S1 

OTH 

$i,m<w 

m 

$1  ,§47.738 

$1.414.?5$§ 

FED 

DMstoft  <rf  Fainr%  B^rs^g,  $o«vte^  f(»  JOTS  p^^pam  i^rtld^jante. 
OMstCHft  «f  Fanf%  ^n^k^  a^nli^rtng  FUTWl^  ami  P&rmt%     Share  jKO^am 
l^iim  «^  CliyrQini%  Sm^s.  ResM^^i  }:^lac3fmfil^     ^^^mM  limftmA  ms^<m, 

Oh^ks*  ^  VoMih  Bi^^s.  Rs^kfertfel  S^^tos.  09q}^&d  <itey  tr^srtimnt  |«Mtfe8M  sfetff. 
OIH    msMm  jrfOhW  5uf^  gfifoincwwrt,  teifrtos^fjefrt  t&  fe^ter^  ^i^e^rw^  ot/^TC 

E»S'i^<»j  <rf  Fafrtl^  Seinfess,  d^ftlr^n!^  S^vk^       csre  f^fif^^ite,  tJiontt%  i^jW^. 

Ohn^k^  of  Fsc!^  S^rvlDes>  C^tdinENi  S@ivdle$«  k>$^  ts^t^  K^^t^^ti^ildt  ({loft^gt^^ 


FY18»S-FY1S^7    $103,31 9«JW«>0f  §.12% 


$212,97^,78?    fBD   DM6^  Of  F«w%  ^r«^ce«.  »»«tefwi«  0*  lood  feeri^W  i(wts««sSo««t. 


$181,^.702  m  title  Xm^^jeodlUites. 
$410.^38,^21     FED    title  XSKexpefiditMiB*. 


Department  of  Transportation 


Category  of  Spending 


1,400,000,000 

^1,200,000,000 

£1,000,000,000 

,ti  800,000,000 
"D  I   ^ 

^  400,000,000 
III 

OAA  AArt  /W^ 


-  ♦  -  PensonaJ 
Service 


Improvements 


S*"^  ^#  /  S'^^''  S^' 


1,400,000,000 

1,200,000,000 

m 

]  g  1,000,000,000 

M  800.000.000 

1  e»,o».ooo 

400,000,000 

lit 

200,000,000 


Fund  Type 


^#  ^  ^  ^  ^  ^#  ^  ^  ^# 


Capital 
Other 
-♦—Total 


Ho^:  Qemzl  is^mnue  and  Fedemi  are  rrat  irdiKjed  ^nee  urxl^  5  pertxirtt 
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Notes:  Missouri  Department  of  Transportation 


FY  1988 

•  FY  1989 

f=Y1^ 

'f^im 

$  2.444.^  $ro«^  or  3.60% 

FY  1990 

-FY  19^1 

$  4.243,1*1^  grawHi  or  8.03% 

FY  1091 

1  6,018^73  gmwlb<»^  0.07% 

FYI^ 

•  FY  1903 

$  3.^r,?47srowtt)or11.^ 

$7,328,020  OTH  fnusTime  N  Vti&  H^tm^y  Empb;^  Prlr^  BenefHa  f&i  inecmased  reSieiimfit  system  c<mWHiBons 

FY  1903  -  FY  1S94    $  14,683,414  giowGi  ^  18,30% 

$3,2133,966  OTH  inci«a««  In  fr«  H^^tvmy  Employ  Fringa  B«fielil8 

$1 ,977,431  FED  inei»asad  f(&dmBl  Funds  avsdiebte  for  tlia  Tmmfi  PtCQmn  •  6rar!t»  under  Sivctidiis  3»   and  9  of  9ia  f^mU  Transit  Ai^  for  lunds  lo  intan  areas 
$3tQS4,632  PEO   lnof0a$ecJ  Ffideraf  Fumis  avaitebld  &>r  the  Rail  Pm§ram  «  GrarHs  under  Sectton  Sof  ths  Department  of  Tranaportatai  Act. 
^  ^,310.394  FEO  Incmased  F^eral  Funds  st¥all8&{s  lc>r  Hie  Avta^on  PiQgf^  >  ConstnicHon.  CdpHal  hvi|)ro¥ain^t  or  |»tanniki9  of  p^Mh  ^mm4  alrM^  tiy  i;!!^  or  oilier 

FY  1984  -  FY  199S    $  20,642,9i?  ptfwth  or  18.70% 

$$»7(^>163  FED  Incraased  s|)«iKlKng  tor  the  Tmmit  Ptogmm  -  Oran^  under  s8<:^on  3  of  llie  Federel  Tt^nsit  Act  to  asslet  pflwsto,  nofvpnofit  otpmleaf  Ions  In  bip^ovlns 

pt^lc  banspcMteWon  for  tti©  slate's  eWeily  anKj  tlti^bioil. 
§12,910.474  OTH  lf}cr»a«^  s|M»r^nQ  Ifi  Uid  Hl^tway  Einployee  Frinpt  8em^  llK^Ooveti^retiu^HlMl^fl  addil^«f  FTgforN 

FY  19^  •  FY  im   $  6,088^0  (teciine  or  <4.a3>% 

FY  1^  -  FY  1997    $  17^0.409  giowth  or  14,70% 

$7,^8,821  OTH  Incmased  speodfng  for  Hi©  TransB  PfOgram  -  dlstrl&Wb!^  fwi^e  lo  trains|K)rt««w  ^si^ms    mp'^  ta^mikm^  In  federal  ftjndlr^. 

iMS  OTH  irK^so  in  the  H^hway  Empk^e  Fringe  Benefit  >  Pento^l  Servk^  and  E»i^nse  and  Equ^ef^l  riom  an  Inoease  In  the  mtftiment  peroen^tg^ 
mi  total  firings  as  a  percentage  of  mlmy  went  ton  »t)out  40.1%  to  44.7%.  AI§o  the  Gmerrm  recamnrwided  $1  miiltan  to  fund  the  pay  plan. 

FY  1997  '  FY  1$^   $  2.691,930  j^iowth  or  1>9?% 

FY  1998  -  FY  1999   $197,842.e71  gmm  or  141 .73% 

$100»484,76i  OTH        ^^>^nu^  -  Mafcil^aiKe  Pwgmm  -  Pay  tf»  C0$^  of  pr^rvtag  «mJ  melntaMng  tiie  «tel©  eptem  of  roads  and  bridges. . .  (Firil  Urn®) 
16,437.21 1  OTH  New  expmf  Ei^i^  *  Ma^lon^fU^  P^c^m  <  Fay  the  o^ts  of  preser^fn^  ar^l  maintaining  flis  ^te  system    roads  and  i^ges. . .  (HcHirty  a^  Ovwtt^} 
$90,^7^11  OTH  New  expeodlbJie  -  O£«istn}c«on  Proaram  -  Pay  IN*  mm  <^  rofcuiJi^Ing  ttio  <^rttl^  ...tm  iho  acqui^ltton  of  ma^  and  brNr^ai^  talson  wetr  by  flie  tteto 
Incase  in  highway  <^>t«$^u(^N»i  and  m^n^nanoe  to  ensure  Hie  d^rtmerrt  may  fuHy  uMm  ai^lHonal  federal  funds  made  avaltet^te  te^  the 
Fedefal  Transportatiwi  Equity  Actfor  ttie  21st  Cef*iry  (TEA>21> 


